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Abstract 

This study analyzes data of the Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002 to examine the association between parental 
provision of task-extrinsic rewards for academic performance, parent involvement in students’ learning, and students’ 
choice of study field in college. Results show that frequent receipt of task-extrinsic rewards for good grades from 
parents lowers students’ probability of selecting STEM major in college by up to 12 percentage points compared to 
never or rarely receiving such rewards from parents. Results also show that this association is only statistically 
significant for high frequency of parental external rewards, and moderate frequency does not exert similar effect. The 
lowered likelihood of STEM enrollment for students frequently exposed to parental task-extrinsic rewards adds to 
the evidence that external rewards could have adverse effect on students that lasts into college. 

Keywords: parental involvement; motivation; college student; college major choice 


1. Introduction 

Traditional attempts to understand college students’ decision making have often focused on students’ external 
contexts, environmental constraints, and rational action. The notion of student-choice construct by St. John, Paulsen, 
and colleagues (Paulsen & St. John, 1997; St. John, 1994a; St. John, Asker, & Hu, 2001; St. John, Paulsen, & 
Starkey, 1996), the structure of predictors of college major choice by Crisp, Nora, and Taggart (2009), and the 
conceptual model of college choice by Perna (2006) are examples of viewing college students’ choice as reaction to 
the social, financial, and educational environment. These frameworks emphasize the roles played by students’ 
pre-college academic preparation and college education experiences, and environmental factors such as 
characteristics of institution and financial aid policy. 

Research on college students’ choice of study field has mostly followed this tradition and focused on students’ 
reaction to external factors such as high school experiences (Federman, 2007), influences of role models (Rask & 
Bailey, 2002), financial considerations (St. John, 1994b), and expectations of the outcome (Lent, Lopez, & Bieschke, 
1993). A smaller body of research has examined the psychological aspects of the decision making mechanism. Such 
research has been guided by Holland’s vocational choice theory, which argues that students make educational and 
vocational decisions based on their personality type (Holland 1966a, 1966b, 1997). Students evaluate the educational 
or vocational environments and choose one that is the most congruent with their personality. The goal is to choose an 
environment that rewards one’s skills, competencies, and preferred activities. While this theory takes into account 
students’ personal preferences and interests, its emphasis is still on students’ relation with the external environment. 
While the relevance of external factors is obvious, it should not be overlooked that students’ choice of study field is 
first and foremost a choice of and a commitment to learning. Research has shown that external factors related reasons, 
such as materialism and pragmatism, are frequently cited by students as rationale of choosing science, mathematics, 
and engineering (SME) majors; however, these pragmatic considerations do not hold as strong as reasons such as 
intrinsic interest in the discipline itself (Seymour & Hewitt, 1997). Factors related to students’ learning preferences, 
motivation, and behaviors should also be taken into account to better understand the mechanism of students’ choice 
of study field. 

The influence of parenting on children’s learning behaviors and outcome has been well documented in the literature. 
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Parenting style, parental motivational practices, and parent involvement have been shown to be related to a wide 
range of outcomes such as academic motivation, attitude, self-regulation, academic achievement, and studying 
behaviors such as time spent studying (Baumrind, 1991; Gonzalez, Holbein, & Quilter, 2002; Gottfried, Marcoulides, 
Gottfried, & Oliver, 2009; Nokali, Bachman, & Votruba-Drzal, 2010; Purdie, Carroll, & Roche, 2004). Research 
suggests that certain parenting behaviors, such as increased involvement, encouraging interest in learning, and 
supporting children’s autonomy tend to positively influence children’s development and lead to higher academic 
achievement and more studying, while parenting behaviors such as task-extrinsic motivational practices and little 
involvement in children’s activities tend to result in undesirable outcomes such as decline in intrinsic motivation 
(Cooper & Lindsay, 2000; Gottfried et al., 2009). 

Research has suggested that the influence of parenting continues into college, and is associated with college students’ 
academic motivation and adjustment (Davis, Winsler, & Winsler, 2006; Greenberger, Lessard, Chen, & Farruggia, 
2008; Strage & Brandt, 1999; Turner, Chandler, & Heffer, 2009). This line of research has mostly focused on the 
lasting effects of parenting styles on college students’ academic motivation. Less attention has been paid to observed 
student academic behaviors such as study habits, persistence and education decision making. Since academic 
motivation is strongly associated with educational behaviors and outcomes (Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Pelletier, 
1991), it is plausible that parenting practices are also related to college students’ educational behaviors. 

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between parenting practices and college students’ choice of 
study field. Specifically, parental motivational practices and parent involvement are of interest in terms of their 
relationship with students’ decision on college major. Relevant literature on parental practices and involvement, 
motivation and education outcomes, and college students’ choice of study field is reviewed in the following 
subsections, before research design, findings, and discussion are presented. 

1.1 Parenting Motivational Practices and Parent Involvement 

Research has identified two types of parental motivational practices (Gottfried et al., 2009). Task-intrinsic practices 
refer to parents’ encouragement of children’s pleasure, engagement, and persistence in learning, while task-extrinsic 
practices refer to parents’ provision of external rewards or punishments contingent on children’s task performance. 
The positive influence of task-intrinsic practices on children’s intrinsic motivation for learning is commonly 
recognized (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999; Gottfried et al., 2009); however, controversy exists regarding the effect 
of external rewards (Dev, 1997). The nature of rewards varies significantly across studies. Psychological research 
mostly examine short term extrinsic rewards in laboratory settings or focus on motivation as outcome of extrinsic 
rewards (e.g., Cameron, Pierce, Banko, & Gear, 2005), while education studies tend to focus on the long term 
relation between parenting behaviors and children’s learning and motivation in real-life scenarios (Baker, 2003; 
Cooper & Lindsay, 2000). Experimental psychologists represented by Deci and colleagues concluded that extrinsic 
rewards undermined intrinsic motivation for learning (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 2001; Gottfried, Fleming, & 
Gottfried, 1994; Gottfried et al., 2009), while those represented by Cameron and colleagues argued for the opposite 
and showed that achievement-based rewards in fact increased students’ intrinsic motivation for learning (Cameron et 
al., 2005), or that rewards as motivator at least did not have negative effect on intrinsic motivation (McGinnis, 
Friman, & Carlyon, 1999; Selart, Nordstrom, Kuvaas, & Takemura, 2008). 

Results of observational studies on the effects of external rewards are also inconsistent. The association between 
college students’ history of external rewards for academic performance and negative outcomes such as academic 
entitlement has been reported (Greenberger et al., 2008), suggesting adverse effect of task-extrinsic rewards. On the 
other hand, some have argued that the effect of external rewards is not necessarily adverse and could depend on 
students’ perception of the reward. Flora and Flora’s (1999) study on the effects of extrinsic reinforcement for 
reading during childhood on observed reading habits of college students suggests that earlier experiences of extrinsic 
rewards do not seem to undermine intrinsic interest for learning; instead, such experiences set the conditions where 
intrinsic motivation could develop. Similarly, it has been argued that intrinsically motivated students tend to perceive 
the benefit of external rewards as motivator more positively than extrinsically motivated students, and tend to treat 
external reward as augmentation of intrinsic motivation (Davis et al., 2006; Hennessey & Zbikowski, 1993). 
Furthermore, the effects of external rewards on motivation and achievement are argued to be differential by gender 
and academic ability (Davis et al., 2006; Leuven, Oosterbeek, & Van der Klaauw, 2010). 

Findings of the positive role of parent involvement in students’ learning and academic performance have been 
relatively consistent (Gonzalez et al., 2002). Parent involvement, such as helping with homework, discussing school 
work and learning activities, providing advice on educational decisions, and attending school activities, etc. 
(Desimone, 1999; Lee & Bowen, 2006; Spera, 2005), have been shown to be positively related to students’ learning 
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behaviors, time spent on studying, educational aspirations, motivation, and academic achievement 
(Gonzalez-DeHass, Willems, & Holbein, 2005). Research has shown that both parent-initiated and school-initiated 
parent involvement are related to positive student outcomes (Spera, 2005), although the effects of parent involvement 
practices tend to differ by race and economic status (Desimone, 1999; Lee & Bowen, 2006). While there are 
numerous forms of parent involvement practices, involvement in students’ learning activities at home is perceived by 
students and teachers to be more important to academic achievement than parent involvement at school (DePlanty, 
Coulter-Kern, & Duchane, 2007). 

Academic motivation and achievement have been the most frequently examined outcomes of parental motivational 
practices and parent involvement. While some studies have examined students’ educational aspirations 
(Gonzalez-DeHass et al., 2005), little is known about whether parental motivational practices and involvement are 
associated with students’ educational decision making such as the choice of educational path or college major. 

1.2 Motivation and Education 

The strong association between motivation and educational behaviors and outcomes has been widely recognized 
(Deci et ah, 1991; Deci et ah, 2001; Dev, 1997). Intrinsic motivation leads people to engage in activities for the 
pleasure and satisfaction of doing so, without the necessity of being rewarded or constrained externally. On the other 
hand, external motivation is formed by external stimulus and leads to instrumental behaviors. Activities performed 
based on external motivation are not engaged in for their own sake, but are instrumental to separable consequences. 
They are engaged in either to avoid adversity or to gain rewards not related to the activities (Deci et ah, 1991). In 
education, intrinsically motivated learners engage in learning because they enjoy doing so and are satisfied by the 
process of learning, while extrinsically motivated learners engage in learning to avoid punishment, to gain immediate 
rewards, or to achieve personal goals. 

The advantage of intrinsic motivation for learning over extrinsic motivation is obvious and multifaceted (Lei, 2010). 
Intrinsically motivated college students engage in activities that enhance learning, such as participating in discussion, 
reviewing course materials, and applying knowledge, while externally motivated students exert only minimal effort 
needed to complete learning tasks, and tend to stop or slow down learning when rewards are no longer or not 
immediately available (Lei, 2010). Compared to extrinsically motivated individuals, intrinsically motivated college 
students are more likely to pursue an academic activity based on personal interests, to overcome obstacles or failures 
in learning, and to engage in deep learning (Lei, 2010). In other words, intrinsically motivated students are more 
willing to learn, and enjoy learning more than extrinsically motivated students. Among both adolescents and college 
students, intrinsic motivation has been shown to directly predict student effort, persistence, and academic 
performance, and to influence students’ perceived competence, which in turn influences academic achievement 
(Davis et ah, 2006; Ferrer-Caja & Weiss, 2000; Goldberg & Cornell, 1998). 

Despite the disadvantages of extrinsic motivation, it has been argued that it could play positive role in generating not 
only situational, but also individual interests; it could also enhance the internalization and integration processes of 
extrinsic stimulus, so that students who originally lack internal interests in learning could be motivated to learn (Hidi 
& Harackiewicz, 2000). Empirical evidence has supported this notion, showing that both intrinsic and extrinsic 
motivation are positively related to educational goals (Davis et ah, 2006). The controversy of whether intrinsic and 
extrinsic motivation should be treated as a strict dichotomy persists (Deci et ah, 1991; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000). 

Given the advantages of intrinsic motivation in promoting learning, educators and parents are long urged to 
encourage students’ intrinsic motivation. It is argued that authoritative parenting such as encouraging children’s 
autonomy could increase intrinsic motivation and enhance education outcomes, while external stimulus such as 
tangible rewards could have destructive effect on students’ will to learn for leaning’s sake (Hassandra, Goudas, & 
Chroni, 2003; Lei, 2010; Strage & Brandt, 1999). 

1.3 College Students ’ Choice of Study Field 

As discussed above, research on college students’ choice of study field has mainly focused on external factors such 
as family structure, influences of role model, and financial aid policy (Cohen & Hanno, 1993; Hackett, 1989; Rask & 
Bailey, 2002; Staniec, 2004; Worthington & Higgs, 2003). In terms of factors related to learning, most research has 
focused on students’ academic preparation, self-assessment of major field competence, and self-efficacy in certain 
disciplines (Correll, 2001; Hackett, 1985; Trusty & Ng, 2000). Little attention has been paid to the role played by 
parenting practices or to students’ tendency to learning. Using descriptive student survey data, Pearson and 
Dellman-Jenkins (1997) concluded that college students did not perceive parents as major influence in choosing field 
of study. However, their data do not reveal parenting practices such as encouraging autonomy or promoting intrinsic 
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motivation for learning. Little is known regarding whether college students’ early experience of parenting practices 
is associated with their choice of study field. 

1.4 Purpose of the Current Study 

The current study aims to examine the potential relation between early experiences of parenting practices and college 
students’ educational decision making. The research question guiding this study is: Are parental motivational 
practices and parent involvement associated with students’ choice of field of study in college? Using longitudinal 
data, the current study examines the relationship between observed behaviors of parents and students, namely 
students’ history of receiving task-extrinsic rewards for academic performance, parents’ involvement in students’ 
studies by discussing school courses, and students’ decision of major in college. Specifically, this study examines 
students’ choice of study field in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) or non-STEM majors. 
Given the abstract nature of STEM studies and the higher level of efforts needed to achieve the same academic 
success in STEM courses compared to non-STEM disciplines (Drew, 2011; Rampell, 2012), the selection of STEM 
majors indicates stronger commitment to learning. Based on previous finding of negative effects of external rewards 
on intrinsic motivation for learning, the negative effect of the lack of intrinsic motivation on desired learning 
behaviors, and given the demanding nature of STEM studies, it is hypothesized that parents’ provision of 
task-extrinsic rewards for academic performance is negatively correlated to college students’ STEM enrollment. 

2. Methods 

2.1 Sample 

The data of the Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS:2002) by the National Center for Education Statistics 
(NCES) are used for the purpose of this study. ELS: 2002 is a longitudinal study designed to monitor the progress of 
a nationally representative sample of students from tenth grade through higher education and further into the 
workforce. This dataset is suitable for this study because it provides longitudinal data on students’ early experiences 
with parents and on students’ college experiences. Information collected includes demographics, family background, 
experiences with parents, school characteristics and experiences, academic achievement, and college experiences. 
This study uses the first three waves of data collection (collected in 2002, 2004, and 2006, respectively), which 
followed students from high school to college. Additional data are drawn from the Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data System (IPEDS), which provides information on institutional major offerings. The analysis is limited 
to participants who attended college that offered STEM majors at the time of the third wave data collection. A total 
of 4,380 participants are included in the analysis sample. 

2.2 Measures 

A dichotomous outcome variable is created based on the categorical variable of college major provided by the ELS 
dataset and indicates students’ STEM or non-STEM major choice. The definition of STEM adopted by this study 
includes mathematics, natural sciences, engineering, and computer/information sciences (Chen & Weko, 2009) and 
excludes social/behavior sciences. Parental motivational practice is measured by a categorical variable of the 
frequency of students’ receipt of special privileges given for good grades by parents. The three levels are never or 
rarely (reference group), sometimes, and often. Parent involvement in students’ school work is measured by a 
categorical variable of how often students discussed school courses with parents. The three levels are never (reference 
group), sometimes, and often. 

A range of covariates are included in the analysis to control for potential confounding factors between students’ major 
choice and experiences of parenting practices. Factors controlled for include gender (reference group is male), race, 
family socioeconomic status (SES), whether English is student’s native language, parents’ expectation for children’s 
education level, students’ own expectation for education level, high school math preparation, students’ consideration of 
being able to find employment, selectivity of institution, and role played by financial constraint on college choice. 
Race is categorized into five groups, namely white (reference group), Asian, black, Hispanic, and others. Family SES 
is a composite continuous variable provided by the ELS dataset that incorporates parents’ education, occupation, and 
family income. Whether English is students’ native language is a dichotomous variable indicating students’ first 
language (reference group is no). Parents’ expectations for highest education level is a categorical variable, and has 
three levels, namely below college (reference group), college education up to Bachelor’s degree, and graduate degree. 
Students’ own expectations for highest education level has two levels, namely college education up to Bachelor’s 
degree (reference group) and graduate degree. Although students were given the option of ‘below college’ in this 
survey item, no one selected this option. High school math preparation is measured by students’ highest SAT math 
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score, which is a continuous variable provided by the ELS dataset. The dataset adopts a concordance between ACT and 
SAT scores to provide maximum coverage. Therefore, for students who had only taken ACT tests, values for SAT 
scores are available. Institutional selectivity is a categorical variable with four levels, namely not classified (reference 
group), inclusive, moderately selective, and highly selective. Students’ consideration of finding employment is a 
dichotomous variable indicating students’ perceived importance of being able to find steady work, and the two levels 
are not important or somewhat important (reference group) and very important. Finally, a dichotomous variable 
indicates whether student chose college for cost considerations (reference group is no). 

2.3 Statistical Analysis 

Logistic regression is used to estimate the association between choosing a STEM major in college and the 
independent and control variables. Logistic regression accounts for the nature of dichotomous outcome variable and 
estimates the linear relationship between the explanatory variables and the log of odds of the event. Since the 
outcome is the log of the odds, or odds ratio from exponentiating the estimates, the interpretation of the estimates of 
logistic regression is not as straightforward as that of linear regression. In this study, the method proposed by 
Liberman (2005) is adopted to understand the implications of odds ratio for probability. 

3. Findings 

3.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics of the sample. It can be seen that about one fifth of the respondents selected 
STEM major in college. In terms of the frequency of receiving privileges for good grades from parents, the 
distribution among the three categories is almost identical, with about one third of respondents in each group. Half of 
the students sometimes discussed school courses with parents, and 38% often did so. Only 12% of the students never 
discussed course work with parents. Female students constitute the majority of the sample (56%). In terms of racial 
distribution, white students are the majority of the sample (64%), followed by Asian (13%), black (11%), and 
Hispanic (8%) students. The majority of students’ native language is English (85%). Most parents expected their 
children to obtain graduate degree (58%), and 41% of parents expected children to have undergraduate education. 
Only 1% of parents didn’t expect their children to at least attend college. Students’ own educational expectation is 
even higher. All respondents expected to have some college education, with 33% expecting to have undergraduate 
education, and 67% expecting to have graduate education. Most students found it very important to be able to find 
steady job (87%), and half of the students chose their institution for cost considerations. In terms of institutional 
selectivity, 40% of the respondents attended highly selective institutions, and 45% attended moderately selective 
institutions. 


Table 1. Descriptive Statistics 

Variable Mean or proportion 


STEM major (l=yes) .23 

How often parents gave privileges as a reward for good grades 
Never or rarely .34 

Sometimes .35 

Often .31 

How often discussed school courses with parents 

Never .12 

Sometimes .50 

Often .38 

Female .56 

Race 

White .64 

Asian .13 

Black .11 

Hispanic .08 

Others .04 

Family SES .41 

English is student’s native language (l=yes) .85 


Standard 

Deviation 


.69 
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Parents’ expectation of highest education 


Lower than college 

.01 

College, up to Bachelor’s 

.41 

Graduate degree 

.58 

Students’ expectation of highest education 

College, up to Bachelor’s 

.33 

Graduate degree 

.67 

Highest SAT math score 

539 

Importance of being able to find steady work 

Not important or somewhat important 

.13 

Very important 

.87 

Institutional selectivity 

Not classified 

.05 

Inclusive 

.10 

Moderately selective 

.45 

Highly selective 

.40 

Chose college for cost (l=yes) 

.50 


Note. N=4380. 


It can be seen that most parents and students had high expectations for education level, and most students found skill 
marketability to be very important. Cost considerations influenced half of the respondents’ choice of college to 
attend, indicating the importance of financial constraints. Two thirds of the respondents’ parents at least sometimes 
gave special privileges for good grades, suggesting that provision of task-extrinsic rewards for academic 
performance was a rather common practice among parents. Most students have had some discussion with parents 
about school course work at least at moderate frequency, and only 12% of the respondents never did so. 

3.2 Logistic Regression Results 

Table 2 presents the results of the logistic regression. For students who often received special privileges from parents 
as reward for good grades, the odds of selecting STEM major in college is 61% of that of students who never or 
rarely received privileges for good grades from parents (p<001). For students with a moderate frequency of 
receiving privileges from parents for good grades, the odds of selecting STEM major does not differ significantly 
from the reference group. The frequency of discussing school courses with parents, on the other hand, does not show 
statistical significant association with the decision of college major. Unsurprisingly, female students’ odds of 
selecting STEM major is lower than that of male students (estimated odds ratio is 0.35, p<.001). It is noteworthy that 
both black and Hispanic students’ odds of majoring in STEM fields are higher than that of white students. The odds 
of black students is more than twice as that of white students (estimated odds ratio is 2.12, p<.001), and the odds of 
Hispanic students is 38% higher than that of white students (estimated odds ratio is 1.38, p<. 10). Asian students and 
students of other race/ethnicity do not differ significantly in the odds of selecting STEM major. 

Family SES is negatively correlated with the likelihood of choosing STEM major in college (estimated odds ratio is 
0.82, p=.09), suggesting that students from higher SES backgrounds are less likely to major in STEM fields. Students’ 
native language has no statistically significant correlation with the odds of selecting STEM or non-STEM major, 
suggesting that students’ immigrant background does not seem to matter in their college major choice. Parents’ and 
students’ expectation for highest education level do not predict STEM enrollment, while SAT math score is 
positively correlated with the likelihood of majoring in STEM fields (estimated odds ratio is 1.01, p<.001). Students’ 
perceived importance of being able to find steady employment, whether students chose college for cost consideration, 
and the selectivity of institution do not predict the odds of selecting STEM major. 
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Table 2. Logistic Regression Results 

Variable 

Estimate 

Std. Error 

Estimated odds 




ratio 

Flow often parents gave privileges as a reward for good grades: 



(reference group: never or rarely) 

Sometimes 

-.12 

.11 

0.89 

Often 

-.50*** 

.13 

0.61 

Flow often discussed school courses with parents: 
(reference group: never) 

Sometimes 

-.04 

.15 

0.96 

Often 

.19 

.16 

1.21 

Female 

-j 04*** 

.09 

0.35 

Race (reference group: white) 

Asian 

.12 

.18 

1.13 

Black 


.17 

2.12 

Flispanic 

.32 + 

.19 

1.38 

Others 

.36 

.24 

1.44 

Family SES 

-.20* 

.08 

0.82 

English is student’s native language 

Parents’ expectation of highest education: 

(reference group: lower than college) 

-.24 

.18 

0.79 

College, up to Bachelor’s 

-.22 

.60 

0.80 

Graduate degree 

.01 

.60 

1.01 

Students’ expectation of highest education: 

(reference group: college, up to Bachelor’s) 




Graduate degree 

.14 

.11 

1.15 

Flighest SAT math score 

Importance of being able to find steady work: 

.006*** 

.001 

1.01 

(reference group: not or somewhat important) 

Very important 

Institutional selectivity: (reference group: not classified) 

.20 

.15 

1.05 

Inclusive 

-.09 

.27 

0.91 

Moderately selective 

-.13 

.23 

0.87 

Highly selective 

-.20 

.23 

0.82 

Chose college for cost 

.05 

.11 

1.05 


Note. + p<. 10. */?<.05. **/K.01. ***/K.001 (N=4,380). 


While the direction of the predictors’ correlation with the likelihood of majoring in STEM fields is straightforward, 
the magnitude of the correlation is less clear. This is due to the fact that logistic regression yields the estimated odds 
ratio, not in terms of probability which is much easier to interpret. Odds ratio is the ratio of the odds of the event 
occurring for two groups differing on the independent variable (Scott, 2008). For example, the odds ratio of female 
compared to the reference group, which is male, is 0.35, meaning that female students’ odds of the event, namely 
selecting STEM major in college, is 35% as much as male students’ odds of the event. Flowever, this does not mean 
that the probability of females enrolling in STEM majors is 35% of the probability of males doing so, or that males 
are about three times more likely to select STEM majors as females. Odds ratio by itself does not reveal the 
comparison or difference between the two groups on the probability of the same event. To overcome this limitation 
and better understand the magnitude of the predictors, the method proposed by Liberman (2005) is adopted to 
transform odds ratio into difference in probability. 

According to Liberman (2005), each odds ratio corresponds to a family of probability pairs with different relative 
risks, and the difference between the lower and the higher probabilities within each probability pair is the change in 
the probability of interest when the independent variable’s value changes from the reference value to another value. 
Since odds ratio is the product of two relative risks that describe the same effect, the square root of the odds ratio is 
the relative risk of the centered case, which presents the probability pair with the largest difference. Therefore, taking 
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the square root of the estimated odds ratio allows the calculation of the maximum possible difference in probability 
of the event for two values of the independent variable. 

Table 3 presents the calculated maximum difference in probability for the significant independent variables. It can be 
seen that frequently receiving special privileges as reward for good grades from parents lowers the probability of 
selecting STEM major in college by up to 12 percentage points compared to never or rarely receiving such privileges 
from parents. Being female lowers the probability of majoring in STEM fields by up to 26 percentage points 
compared to being male. Compared to being white, being black increases the probability of selecting STEM major 
by up to 19 percentage points, and being Hispanic increases the probability of selecting STEM major by up to 8 
percentage points. For each one unit increase in students’ family SES, the probability of selecting STEM major 
lowers by up to five percentage points, and for each one point increase in SAT math score, the probability of 
majoring in STEM increases by up to 0.2 percentage points. 

Overall, students’ demographics including gender, race, and socioeconomic status, students’ math preparation, and 
students’ history of receiving task-extrinsic rewards for academic performance play significant roles in the likelihood 
of selecting STEM majors in college. 


Table 3. Odds ratio and Maximum Difference in Probability of Selected Predictors 

Variable Estimate Estimated odds Maximum difference in 

[Std. Error] ratio probability 


How often parents gave privileges 
(reference group: never or rarely) 

as a reward for good grades: 



Often 

-.50*** 

[.13] 

0.61 

0.12 

Female 

Race (reference group: white) 

-1 04 *** 

[.09] 

0.35 

0.26 

Black 

[.17] 

2.12 

0.19 

Hispanic 

.32 + 

[.19] 

1.38 

0.08 

Family SES 

-.20* 

[.08] 

0.82 

0.05 

Highest SAT math score 

.006*** 

[.001] 

1.01 

0.002 


Note. + p<. 10. * p<.05. **/K.01. ***/K.001 (N=4,380). 


4. Discussion 

This study examines the association among observed parenting and student behaviors regarding external rewards, 
parental involvement in children’s studies, and students’ choice of study field in college. Finding suggests that 
frequent provision of task-extrinsic reward for good academic performance by parents lowers the probability of 
selecting STEM majors in college, controlling for academic preparation, demographics, and family socioeconomic 
status. This agrees with the hypothesis that giving external rewards for good grades is negatively correlated to STEM 
enrollment. The lowered likelihood of STEM enrollment for students frequently exposed to parental task-extrinsic 
rewards adds to the evidence that external rewards could have adverse effect that lasts into college, as suggested by 
previous observational research on academic entitlement among college students (Greenberger et al., 2008). 

Since this study is observational, students’ motivation for college education is not measured. Therefore, findings of 
this study do not add direct evidence to the debate on the effects of external rewards on intrinsic motivation in the 
experimental psychology literature (e.g., Deci et ah, 2001; Cameron et ah, 2005; Gottfried et ah, 2009). Nevertheless, 
this study does show that observed student learning behavior (in this case, choice of STEM major in college) is 
statistically significantly associated with the provision of task-extrinsic rewards, and the correlation is negative. One 
plausible explanation of the lowered probability of STEM enrollment is that parents’ frequent provision of special 
privileges has negatively affected children’s intrinsic motivation for learning, which in turn has led to students’ 
lowered commitment to stringent learning tasks such as STEM studies. Given the observational nature of this study, 
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the measurement of the latent link connecting the observed behaviors, namely changes (or the lack thereof) in 
students’ motivation, is not measured and beyond the scope of this investigation. Therefore, this study does not 
provide definite explanation of the observed student behavior. 

It is noteworthy that the frequency of providing task-extrinsic reward matters, since students who have only 
‘sometimes’ received special privileges for good grades from parents do not differ significantly from those who have 
never or rarely received such rewards in the likelihood of choosing STEM majors. Only when the frequency of 
external rewards intensifies to ‘often’ does the difference in students’ later educational behavior (major choice) 
emerge. This finding suggests that moderate frequency of task-extrinsic rewards from parents does not exert the 
same effect on students as exerted by high frequency of external rewards by parents. One plausible explanation is 
that moderate provision of task-extrinsic rewards sets the conditions where intrinsic motivation could develop (Flora 
& Flora, 1999), or exerts positive influences such as generating individual interests and enhancing educational goals 
(Davis et al., 2006; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000). On the other hand, it is also possible that the magnitude of 
moderate amount of external rewards by parents is not strong enough to be reflected in students’ behaviors, even 
though the nature of the effects is the same as that of frequent external rewards. Again, the proof of these plausible 
explanations is beyond the scope of this study due to the nature of an observational study. 

Findings of this study suggest that provision of task-extrinsic rewards for academic performance by parents matters 
for students’ educational behavior, but only when the frequency of such rewards is high. The question then arises, 
what is the specific definition of ‘high frequency’? In other words, how should a parent safely draw the line between 
‘often’ and ‘sometimes’ when considering external rewards? Given the design of the ELS:2002 survey instrument 
used to collect the data analyzed by this study, this question could not be confidently answered based on evidence 
from this study and should be investigated in future research. 

While previous studies consistently suggest that parental involvement is positively associated with desired 
educational outcomes, finding of this study shows no statistical significant association between parents’ discussion of 
school courses and students’ major choice. This result holds for all three levels of discussion frequency. While 
provision of privilege for good grades is generally initiated by parents, discussion with parents about course work 
could be initiated by either students or parents, and requires participation from both sides. It is possible that 
discussion with parents provides specific assistance to students’ course work rather than influencing students’ 
motivation for learning. 

5. Conclusion and Implications 

It can be concluded from the findings of this study that frequent provision of task-extrinsic rewards by parents 
predicts students’ education outcome observed years after the presence of such parenting practice. Given the national 
representativeness of the study sample, this finding is generalizable to the student population on the national level. It 
should be emphasized that the frequency of providing task-extrinsic rewards by parents is relevant, suggesting that 
such rewards only matter when they have become a parenting pattern. This suggests that providing task-extrinsic 
rewards is not necessarily something to avoid by parents; however, it matters when providing and receiving such 
rewards become habitual. 

5 .1 Implications for Future Research 

This observational study reveals the association between frequent provision of task-extrinsic rewards by parents and 
lowered likelihood of selecting STEM major in college. It provides a starting point for further investigation into the 
effects of parental motivational practices such as the usage of external rewards on students’ educational behaviors, 
especially in the long term. Future research is needed to better understand the mechanism behind the observed 
association. A key link is measured motivation of students. While it is plausible that intrinsic motivation for learning 
plays a role in the observed correlation, it needs to be proved by examining the relationship between measured 
motivation and observed behaviors of parents and students. Specifically, two lines of research could deepen the 
understanding on this topic. The first involves the connecting of students’ history of receiving task-extrinsic rewards 
and measured intrinsic motivation of college students. The latter involves the connecting of measured intrinsic 
motivation of college students and their educational decisions such as selection of STEM or non-STEM major. Both 
require the combination of psychological measurement and observed longitudinal data. 

Since the frequency of parental provision of external rewards is shown to be relevant in its relation with students’ 
educational behavior (choice of major), further research is needed to better understand the intensity of parental 
motivational practices. Quantitative instead of qualitative measurement of the frequency of parental external rewards 
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is essential in this aspect. For example, collecting data from students and/or parents regarding the numerical range of 
frequency of external rewards could yield valuable information about the intensity of external rewards, and minimize 
data bias caused by inconsistent understanding of qualitative terms such as ‘sometimes’ and ‘often’. A more definite 
understanding of the reward frequency could also shed light on the effects of task-extrinsic reward by parents. 

This study also provides a starting point to examine STEM enrollment from the perspective of motivation for 
learning. Future research could build on the findings of this study to further ask questions such as, could students’ 
tendency for choosing STEM majors in college be cultivated through parenting practices from a young age; and does 
students’ intrinsic motivation for learning in general influence their major choice. 

5.2 Implications for Practice 

The implication of this study’s findings for parenting is that effects of frequent provision of task-extrinsic rewards 
could be reflected not only in aspects such as academic achievement and educational aspirations, but also in students’ 
educational decision making even years after the parental practices. Based on this finding, schools and educators 
could help parents better understand the long-term influence of parenting practices, and potentially help parents 
adopt parenting behaviors that are mostly likely to exert positive influences on children’s educational outcomes. 
Policy makers and higher education institutions could reassess the strategies used to promote STEM enrollment, and 
guide more attention to be paid to students’ motivations for and interests in learning in general in addition to the 
common focus on cultivating students’ interests in STEM related disciplines. 

References 

Baker, L. (2003). The role of parents in motivating struggling readers. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 79(1), 87-106. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10573560308207 

Baumrind, D. (1991). The influence of parenting style on adolescent competence and substance use. Journal of Early 
Adolescence, 77(1), 56-95. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272431691111004 

Cameron, J., Pierce, W. D., Banko, K. M., & Gear, A. (2005). Achievement-based rewards and intrinsic motivation: 
A test of cognitive mediators. Journal of Educational Psychology’, 97(4), 641-655. 

http://dx.doi.Org/10.1037/0022-0663.97.4.641 

Chen, X., & Weko, T. (2009). Students who study science, technology’, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) in 
postsecondary education. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education. 

Cohen, J., & Hanno, D. M. (1993). An analysis of underlying constructs affecting the choice of accounting as a 
major. Issues in Accounting Education, 8(2), 219. 

Cooper, H., & Lindsay, J. J. (2000). Flomework in the home: Flow student, family, and parenting-style differences 
relate to the homework process. Contemporary Educational Psychology’, 25, 464-487. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1036 

Correll, S. J. (2001). Gender and the career choice process: The role of biased self-assessments. American Journal of 
Sociology’, 106(6), 1691-1730. http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/321299 

Crisp, G., Nora, A., & Taggart, A. (2009). Student characteristics, pre-college, college, and environmental factors as 
predictors of majoring in and earning a STEM degree: An analysis of students attending a Flispanic serving 
institution. American Educational Research Journal, 46(A), 924-942. 

http://dx.doi.Org/10.3102/0002831209349460 

Davis, K. D., Winsler, A., & Middleton, M. (2006). Students’ perception of rewards for academic performance by 
parents and teachers: Relations with achievement and motivation in college. The Journal of Genetic Psychology’, 
167(2), 211-220. http://dx.doi.Org/10.3200/GNTP.167.2.211-220 

Deci, E. L., Koestner, R., & Ryan, R. M. (1999). A meta-analytic review of experiments examining the effects of 
extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 125(6), 627-668. 

http://dx.doi.Org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.6.627 

Deci, E. L., Koestner, R., & Ryan, R. M. (2001). Extrinsic rewards and intrinsic motivation in education: 
Reconsidered once again. Review of Educational Research, 77(1), 1-27. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/00346543071001001 

Deci, E. L., Vallerand, R. J., Pelletier, L. G., & Ryan, R. M. (1991). Motivation and education: The 
self-determination perspective. Educational Psychologist, 2<5(3&4), 325-346. 


Published by Sciedu Press 


45 


ISSN 1925-0746 E-ISSN1925-0754 




http://wje.sciedupress.com 


World Journal of Education 


Vol. 6, No. 5; 2016 


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00461520.1991.9653137 

DePlanty, J., Coulter-Kern, R., & Duchane, K. A. (2007). Perceptions of parent involvement in academic 
achievement. The Journal of Educational Research, 100(6), 361-368. 

http://dx.doi.Org/10.3200/JOER.100.6.361-368 

Desimone, L. (1999). Linking parent involvement with student achievement: Do race and income matter? The 
Journal of Educational Research, 93(1), 11-30. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220679909597625 

Dev, P. C. (1997). Intrinsic motivation and academic achievement: What does their relationship imply for the 
classroom teacher? Remedial and Special Education, 75(1), 12-19. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/074193259701800104 

Drew, C. (2011, November 4). Why science majors change their minds (It’s just so darn hard). The New York Times. 
Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/ 

Federman, M. (2007). State graduation requirements, high school course taking, and choosing a technical college 
major. The B.E. Journal of Economic Analysis &Policy, 7(1), 1-32. http://dx.doi.org/10.2202/1935-1682.1521 

Ferrer-Caja, E., & Weiss, M. R. (2000). Predictors of intrinsic motivation among adolescent students in physical 
education. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 77(3), 267-279. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2000.10608907 

Flora, S. R., & Flora, D. B. (1999). Effects of extrinsic reinforcement for reading during childhood on reported 
reading habits of college students. The Psychological Record, 49, 3-14. 

Goldberg, M. D., & Cornell, D. G. (1998). The influence of intrinsic motivation and self-concept on academic 
achievement in second- and third-grade students. Journal of Education of the Gifted, 21(2), 179-205. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/016235329802100204 

Gonzalez, A. R., Holbein, M. F. D., & Quilter, S. (2002). High school students’ goal orientations and their 
relationship to perceived parenting styles. Contemporary’ Educational Psychology’, 27, 450-470. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/ceps.2001.1104 

Gonzalez-DeHass, A. R., Willems, P. P., & Holbein, M. F. D. (2005). Examining the relationship between parental 
involvement and student motivation. Educational Psychology’ Review, 77(2), 99-123. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/sl0648-005-3949-7 

Gottfried, A. E., Fleming, J. S., & Gottfried, A. W. (1994). Role of parental motivational practices in children’s 
academic intrinsic motivation and achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology’, 86(1), 104-113. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.86.L104 

Gottfried, A. E., Marcoulides, G. A., Gottfried, A. W., & Oliver, P. H. (2009). A latent curve model of parental 
motivational practices and developmental decline in math and science academic intrinsic motivation. Journal of 
Educational Psychology’, 707(3), 729-739. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0015084 

Greenberger, E., Lessard, J., Chen, C., & Farruggia, S. P. (2008). Self-entitled college students: Contributions of 
personality, parenting, and motivational factors. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 37(10), 1193-1204. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/sl0964-008-9284-9 

Hackett, G. (1985). Role of mathematics self-efficacy in the choice of math-related majors of college women and 
men: A path analysis. Journal of Counseling Psychology’, 32(1), 47-56. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.32.L47 

Hassandra, M., Goudas, M., & Chroni, S. (2003). Examining factors associated with intrinsic motivation in physical 
education: A qualitative approach. Psychology’ of Sport and Exercise, 4, 211-223. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1469-0292(02)00006-7 

Hennessey, B. A., & Zbikowski, S. M. (1993). Immunizing children against the negative effects of reward: A further 
examination of intrinsic motivation training techniques. Creativity’ Research Journal, 6(3), 297-307. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10400419309534485 

Hidi, S., & Harackiewicz, J. M. (2000). Motivating the academically unmotivated: A critical issue for the 21st 
century. Review of Educational Research, 70(2), 151-179. http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/00346543070002151 

Holland, J. L. (1966a). A psychological classification scheme for vocations and major fields. Journal of Counseling 
Psychology’, 73(3), 278-288. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0023725 


Published by Sciedu Press 


46 


ISSN 1925-0746 E-ISSN1925-0754 




http://wje.sciedupress.com 


World Journal of Education 


Vol. 6, No. 5; 2016 


Holland, J. L. (1966b). The psychology of vocational choice: A theory’ ofpersonality types and model environments. 
Waltham, MA: Blaisdell. 

Holland, J. L. (1997). Making vocational choices: A theory’ of vocational personalities and work environments. 
Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources. 

Lee, J., & Bowen, N. K. (2006). Parent involvement, cultural capital, and the achievement gap among elementary 
school children. American Educational Research Journal, 43(2), 193-218. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/00028312043002193 

Lei, S. A. (2010). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation: Evaluating benefits and drawbacks from college instructors' 
perspectives. Journal of Instructional Psychology’, 37(2), 153-160. 

Lent, R. W., Lopez, F. G., & Bieschke, K. J. (1993). Predicting mathematics-related choice and success behaviors: 
Test of an expanded social cognitive model. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 42, 223-236. 

http ://dx.doi. org/10.1006/j vbe. 1993.1016 

Leuven, E., Oosterbeek, H., & Van der Klaauw, B. (2010). The effect of financial rewards on students’ achievement: 
Evidence from a randomized experiment. Journal of the European Economic Association, <S(6), 1243-1265. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/jeea_a_00024 

Liberman, A. M. (2005). How much more likely? The implications of odds ratios for probabilities. American Journal 
of Evaluation, 26(2), 253-266. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1098214005275825 

McGinnis, J. C., Friman, P. C., & Carlyon, W. D. (1999). The effect of token rewards on “intrinsic” motivation for 
doing math. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 32, 375-379. http://dx.doi.org/10.1901/jaba.1999.32-375 

Nokali, N. E. E., Bachman, H. J., & Votmba-Drzal, E. (2010). Parent involvement and children’s academic and 
social development in elementary school. Child Development, 81(3), 988-1005. 

http://dx.doi.Org/10.l 111/j. 1467-8624.2010.01447.X 

Paulsen, M. B., & St. John, E. P. (1997). The financial nexus between college choice and persistence. New 
Directions for Institutional Research, 95, 65-82. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ir.9504 

Pearson, C., & Dellman-Jenkins, M. (1997). Parental influence on a student's selection of a college major. College 
Student Journal, 57(3), 301-313. 

Perna, L. W. (2006). Student college access and choice: A proposed conceptual model. In J. C. Smart (Ed.), Higher 
education: Handbook of theory and research (pp. 99-157). Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/l-4020-4512-3_3 

Purdie, N., Carroll, A., & Roche, L. (2004). Parenting and adolescent self-regulation. Journal of Adolescence, 27, 
663-676. http://dx.doi.Org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2004.01.002 

Rampell, C. (2012, January 20). Why students leave the engineering track. The New York Times. Retrieved from 
http://www.nytimes.com/ 

Rask, K. N., & Bailey, E. M. (2002). Are faculty role models? Evidence from major choice in an undergraduate 
institution. The Journal of Economic Education, 55(2), 99-124. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220480209596461 

Scott, I. (2008). Interpreting risks and ratios in therapy trials. Australian Prescriber, 37(1), 12-16. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.18773/austprescr.2008.008 

Selart, M., Nordstrom, T., Kuvaas, B., & Takemura, K. (2008). Effects of reward on self-regulation, intrinsic 
motivation and creativity. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 52(5), 439-458. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00313830802346314 

Seymour, E., & Hewitt, N. M. (1997). Talking about leaving: Why undergraduates leave the sciences. Boulder, CO: 
Westview. 

Spera, C. (2005). A review of the relationship among parenting practices, parenting styles, and adolescent school 
achievement. Educational Psychology’ Review, 17(2), 125-146. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/sl0648-005-3950-l 

St. John, E. P. (1994a). Prices, productivity, and investment: Assessing financial strategies in higher education. 
Washington, D.C.: The George Washington University. 

St. John, E. P. (1994b). The influence of debt on choice of major. Journal of Student Financial Aid, 24(1), 5-12. 

St. John, E. P., Asker, E. H., & Hu, S. (2001). The role of finances in student choice: A review of theory and research. 


Published by Sciedu Press 


47 


ISSN 1925-0746 E-ISSN1925-0754 




http://wje.sciedupress.com 


World Journal of Education 


Vol. 6, No. 5; 2016 


In M. B. Paulsen & J. C. Smart (Eds.), The finance of higher education: Theory, research, policy, and practice 
(pp. 419-438). New York: Agathon. 

St. John, E. P., Paulsen, M. B., & Starkey, J. B. (1996). The nexus between college choice and persistence. Research 
in Higher Education, 37(2), 175-220. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01730115 

Staniec, J. F. O. (2004). The effects of race, sex, and expected returns on the choice of college major. Eastern 
Economic Journal, 30(A) , 549-562. 

Strage, A., & Brandt, T. S. (1999). Authoritative parenting and college students’ academic adjustment and success. 
Journal of Educational Psychology’, 97(1), 146-156. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.9Ll.146 

Trusty, J., & Ng, K. (2000). Longitudinal effects of achievement perceptions on choice of postsecondary major. 
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 57, 123-135. http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1735 

Turner, E. A., Chandler, M., & Heffer, R. W. (2009). The influence of parenting styles, achievement motivation, and 
self-efficacy on academic performance in college students. Journal of College Student Development, 50(3), 
337-346. http://dx.doi.Org/10.1353/csd.0.0073 

Worthington, A. C., & Higgs, H. (2003). Factors explaining the choice of a finance major: The role of students’ 
characteristics, personality and perceptions of the profession. Accounting Education, 12(3), 261-281. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0963928032000088831 


Published by Sciedu Press 


48 


ISSN 1925-0746 E-ISSN1925-0754 




